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REMARKS/ARni JMFMTg 
Claims 1-17 are pending in this application. 

Claims 1-6 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Bemier et al. (U.S. 6.069.023). Claims 1. 7 and 8 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(e) as being anticipated by Utagiltar et al. (U.S. 6,583.513). Claims 9 and 10 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Utagil^ar et al. in view of 
the remark. Claims 11, 12. 16 and 17 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bemier et al. in view of the remark. Claim 13 was rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bemier et al. In view of Chen et al. (US 
20a3/0150595. Claims 14 and 18 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bemier et al. in view of Alooe et al. (U.S. 6.570.259). Claim 15 was 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(aXas being unpatentable over Bemier et al. in view of 
Shaw et al. (U.S. 5.330.701). Applicants note that claim 1 8 was been canceled in the 
Amendment filed on January 14. 2005. Thus, it appears that the Examiner inadvertently 
included claim 18 in the rejection over Bemier et al. in view of Alcoe et al. Applicants 
respectfully traverse the rejections of claims 1-17. 
Claim 1 recites: 

'An integrated circuit package comprising: 

^ f substrate having first and second surfaces and a plurality 

of conductive traces therebetween; F'urdniy 

said suh.*tr«f AnTif°i;'^"'^.°' ^"P'^'^'P *° fi'st surface of 

tralil" electncally connected to ones of said conductive 

an intermelallie heat spreader fixed to a bacic side of 
said semiconductor die; and 

a plurality of contact balls disposed on said second snrfano 

o S!d ^^"^ ^ '^-y. ones o?s^rconic*^^^^ 

of sa.d ball gnd anray being electrically connected with ones of saW 
conductive traces." (emphasis added) 

Applicants' claim 16 recites features that are similar to the features recited in 
Applicants' claim 1, including the above-emphasized feature. 
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In the Response to Arguments section on pages 4 and 5 of the outstanding 
Office Action, the Examiner alleged that;Bemier [et al.] teaches in claim 36 (col. 15. 
lines 34-36) that 'selecting an aluminum alloy for the heat sink* and Utagikar teaches 
•the lid 144 is made of a metal or m^l alloy and serves to conduct heat away from the 
integrated circuit' (col. 6. lines 29-31). Also, an rntemietallic material is clearly a metal 
alloy that [is] composed of two or more metals or of a metal and a nonmetal. Therefore, 
for the above reasons, it is believed that the rejectfon should be sustained.' Applicants 
respectfijily disagree. 

Contrary to the Examiner's allegations, the disclosure of an aluminum alloy or a 
metal alloy, as allegedly taught by Bemier et al. and Utagikar et al., for the heat sink is 
not equivalent to the Incorporation of an intemietallic into the integrated circuit package 
While an intermetalllc may be an alloy, it is not the case that an alloy is necessarily an 
tntemietallic. In fact, the vast majority of alloys are not Intemietallics. For example a 
NIAI alloy can and does fbmi a metal alloy that does not include any intermetallic 
compounds. Thus, the mere reference to the use of an alloy does not infer the use of 
an intennetallic compound. 

Nickel dissolves some aluminum which results in a nickel alloy that does not 
include any intemietallic compound (NiAi alloy). However, the addition of very large 
amounts of aluminum to nickel to the point that aluminum is no longer soluble in nickel 
can result in the fomiation of an intemietallic compound or a series of intermetalllc 
compounds. These compounds have specific atomic fomiulas. each with a fixed or 
narrow range of chemical composition and are stoichiometric combinattons of melallfc 
.ons that iorm bonded matrices of compounds. The aluminum dissolved in the nickel 
does not result in such a narrow range or fixed chemical composition, and thus the 
alloy with aluminum dissolved in the nickel covers a wide range of compositions and is 
not limited to a fixed or narrow range of chemical composition, as is the case for 
.ntemietallic compounds. Thus, the temis alloy and intemietallic compound are not 
Identical and cannot be used interchangeably. 
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Neither Bemler et al. nor Utagikar et al. teaches or suggests the use of any 
intermetalllc, let alone "an intemietaHic heat spreader', as recited in Applicants' claim 1 
and 16. Since Bemier et al. and Utagikar et al. fail to teach or suggest the use of any 
Intennetallic compound, and Instead, merely teach the use of an alloy, Applicants 
respectfully submit that Bernier et al. and Utagikar et al. cannot possibly anticipate the 
claims of the present application. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of 
the rejections of claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. §§ 102(b) and 102(e) over Bemier et al. and 
Utagikar et al.. respectively, and the rejection of claim 16 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over 
Bemier et al. taken alone. 

The Examiner relied upon Chen et al., Alcoe et al. and Shaw et al. to allegedly 
cure various deficiencies of Bemier et al. However, Chen et al., Alcoe et al. and Shaw 
et al. fail to teach or suggest the feature of "an intermetallic heat spreader." Thus, 
Applicants respectfully submit that Chen et al., Alcoe et al. and Shaw et al. fail to cure 
the deficiencies of Bemier et al. described above. 

Accordingly. Applicants respectfully submit that Bernier et al.. Utagikar et al., 
Shaw et al., Chen et al. and Alcoe et al.. applied alone or in combination, fail to teach or 
suggest the unique combination and arrangement of elements recited in Applicants' 
claims 1 and 16. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks. Applicants respectfully submit 
that Claims 1 and 16 are allowable. Claims 2-15 and 17 depend upon claims 1 and 16, 
and are therefore allowable for at least the reasons that claims 1 and 16 are allowable. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, Applicants respectfully submit 
that this application is in condition for allowance. Favorable consideration and prompt 
allowance are solicited. 
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The Commissioner is authorized to charge any shortage in fees due in 
connection with the filing of this paper, including extension of time fees, to Deposit 
Account No. 50-1353. 



Date: June 8, 2005 



Respectfully submitted. 
Attorneys for Applicant 



Joseph R. Keating 
Registration No. 37,368 

Christopher A. Bennett 
Registration No. 46,710 



KEATING & BENNETT LLP 

10400 Eaton Place, Suite 312 
Fairfax, VA 22030 
Telephone: (703) 385-5200 
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